
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



232 HARVARD LAW REVIEW. 

general, a court of chancery, allowing beneficial interests in land similar to legal 
estates, follows the law in regard to the limitation of such legal estates, unless the 
strictly legal questions of tenure or seisin are involved. See Burgess v. Wheale, 
i Eden, 177, 223. Thus the rule in Shelley's case defeats the intention of the 
grantor of equitable estates, if the conditions for the application of the rule are 
satisfied. Webb v. The Earl of Shaftesbury, 3 M. & K. 599. And the operation of 
the rule against perpetuities limits the creation of remote equitable estates. In re 
Finch, 17 Ch. Div. 211, 229. Therefore the rule against "double possibilities," 
which will not allow, after a limitation to an unborn person for life, a remainder 
to his unborn children, is treated in the principal case not only as subsisting, but 
as "embodying a useful and intelligent restraint." Hence it is unnecessary to 
review the adverse criticism to which this legal rule, now well established in 
England, has been subjected. See Gray, Rule against Perpetuities, 2 ed., 
§§ 124-134, 191-199, 285-298; 16 Harv. L. Rev. 294. 

Sales — Rights and Remedies of Buyers — Re -sale on Account of 
Seller. — The buyer notified the seller that he would not accept paper delivered 
by a carrier, as it was not the kind ordered. Receiving no instructions as to the 
disposal of the paper, the buyer, after notice to the seller, sold the paper on 
account of the latter. Held, that the seller is entitled to recover the contract 
price. Estes v. Conestoga Paper Co., 26 Lan. L. Rev. 348 (Pa., C. P. Lancaster 
County, July 10, 1909). 

The buyer need not accept goods of a description different from those ordered ; 
for he is not bound to accept what he did not agree to buy. Pope v. Allis, 115 
U. S. 363; Vigers Brothers v. Sanderson Brothers, [190 1] 1 K. B. 608. Since 
the goods have been thrust upon him, he is not even obliged to return them, if 
he notifies the seller that he rejects them. Grimoldby v. Wells, L. R. 10 C. P. 391. 
But acts of dominion, even after notice of rejection, generally prove the buyer's 
intent to take title to the goods as offered. Cream City Glass Co. v. Friedlander, 
84 Wis. 53. On this ground a re-sale by the buyer renders him liable for the 
contract price. But if the re-sale is made unequivocally, and with legal authority, 
on account of the seller, payment of its net proceeds discharges the buyer. Barnett 
&» Co. v. Terry &° Smith, 42 Ga. 283. The legal authority to re-sell has been 
described as an agency implied by necessity. See Strauss v. National Parlor 
Furniture Co., 76 Miss. 343. It is more accurately explained as being attached 
by law to the buyer's position of involuntary bailee, to be exercised diligently 
whenever reasonably necessary to diminish the seller's liability for storage charges. 
It should not be arbitrarily restricted, as in the principal case, to instances of per- 
ishable goods. See Rubin v. Sturtevant, 80 Fed. 930. Cf. Strauss v. National 
Parlor Furniture Co., supra. 

Trusts — Resulting Trusts — Effect of Annulment of Marriage 
upon Presumption of Advancement to Wife. — A husband purchased a 
house in the joint names of himself and wife, telling his wife that it was intended 
for their joint habitation and would ultimately belong to the survivor. Subse- 
quently, the wife obtained a decree declaring the marriage "to have been and to 
be" null and void. Held, that the wife holds her interest as an advancement, 
and not subject to a resulting trust for the husband. Dunbar v. Dunbar, 26 
T. L. R. 21 (Eng., Ch. D., Oct. 21, 1909). 

It has always been undisputed law that the Statute of Frauds does not pre- 
vent a resulting trust when A supplies the consideration for land conveyed by B 
to C. Ex parte Vernon, 2 P. Wms. 549. And it has been equally well settled 
that the presumption of a trust is displaced by the presumption of an advance- 
ment when C is the child or wife of A. Mumma v. Mumma, 2 Vern. 19; Dummer 
v. Pitcher, 2 Myl. & K. 262. But the presumption in either case is not conclu- 
sive, and parol evidence is admissible to show the real intent. Faylor v. Faylor, 
136 Cal. 92. The presumption of an advancement for the wife persists despite 



